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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Arthur J. Colvig et al. (Appellants) seek our review under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 134 of the final rejection of claims 1-36. Specifically, Appellants seek 
review of the Examiner's decision to reject claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, 
16, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, and 35 as unpatentable under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over Plutt (US 6,591,164 Bl, issued Jul. 8, 2003) in view of 
Dimitri (US Pat. Publ. 2002/0062167, publ. May 23, 2002); claims 2, 5, 7, 
10, 12, 14, 17, 19, 22, 24, 26, 29, 31, 34, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Plutt in view of Dimitri and further in view of Grobler (US 6,799,084 
B2, issued Sep. 28, 2004). We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). We 
REVERSE. 

The Invention 

The claimed invention is to a process to provide redundant accessor 
availability in an information storage and retrieval system. Spec. 1:5-6. 

Claim 1, reproduced below, is illustrative of the subject matter on 
appeal. 

1 . A method to provide selectable redundant accessor 
availability in a data storage and retrieval system, comprising 
the steps of: 

providing a data storage and retrieval system comprising 
one or more data storage devices and an accessor, wherein said 
accessor comprises a lifting servo section and a first gripper and 
a second gripper disposed on said lifting servo section; 

operating said first gripper; 

requesting use of said second gripper; 

determining if use of said second gripper is authorized; 

if use of said second gripper is authorized, operating said 
second gripper. 
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DISCUSSION 

The Examiner states that Plutt, at column 4, lines 9-14, satisfies the 

claimed step of requesting use of the second gripper, while within the same 

column at lines 40-45, Plutt satisfies the claimed step of determining if use 

of the second gripper is authorized. The Examiner states that Plutt, at 

column 4, lines 40-67, satisfies the claimed step of requesting use of the 

second processor, while in the same column, narrowed to lines 40-45, Plutt 

satisfies the claimed step of determining if use of the second processor is 

authorized. See Ans. 3-6, 8, 9. The Examiner utilizes Dimitri to teach use 

of an accessor with a lifting servo section and grippers on the lifting servo 

section for the purpose of moving the gripper vertically. Ans. 12. The 

Examiner determines 

[i]t would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
[sic. applicants'] invention to modify Plutt by 
utilizing an accessor with a lifting servo section [as 
taught by Dimitri], such that the grippers are on the 
lifting servo section for the purpose of moving the 
gripper vertically to access the cartridges. 

Id. 

While the Examiner's rejection explains how the combined teachings 
of Plutt and Dimitri provide structure to satisfy the structural components 
listed in the claims, the rejection fails to explain how the combination of 
these components would render obvious the process steps as called for in the 
claims. In particular, the rejection fails, for example, to sufficiently explain 
how the disclosure of parking the spare robot at a predetermined location 
{see Plutt, col. 4, 11. 40-45) satisfies the claimed process step of determining 
if use of the second gripper or accessor is authorized as called for in the 
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claims. While the Examiner may be correct that Plutt's disclosure that "the 
use of the second gripper is determined based on necessity" means that the 
use of the second gripper is authorized {see Ans. 14), this is not sufficient to 
satisfy the claimed step of "determining if use of said second gripper is 
authorized." 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, as contended by Appellants, the Examiner 
improperly rejected the claims. 

DECISION 

The Examiner's decision to reject the claims is reversed. 
REVERSED 
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